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R spons toAmendm nt 

1 . Applicant's amendment and remarks of December 28, 2004 is acknowledged and 
entered. 

2. The amendment and remarks have been fully considered. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. Claims 41, 43, 50, 52, 57-59, 93, 95, 98, 101, 103, 107-1 10, and 113 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik. 
Kincheloe discloses a vehicle comprising a triangular wheel base comprising a single 
front wheel and two opposing rear wheels, a vehicle engine, a wedge shaped nose, and 
at least one window. The patent to Pestotnik teaches a three wheeled fire-fighting 
vehicle comprising an emergency response fluid delivery tank to fight fires in remote 
forest locations. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe by providing an 
emergency response fluid delivery tank as taught by Pestotnik to be able to fight fires in 
remote locations of a forest. The vehicle sizes and weight as recited are 

obvious matters of design choice since such a modification would have involved a mere 
change in the size and weight of a component, which is generally recognized as being 
within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

5. Claims 44 and 96 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
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view of Bolton et al. 

Bolton et al. teach providing fire resistant windows to vehicles for fire protection. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe and Pestotnik by providing a fire 
resistant window as taught by Bolton et al. for fire protection. 

6. Claims 45 and 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
view of Atkins. 

Atkins teaches a vehicle having a chain and sprocket steering system. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have incorporated into the vehicle of Kincheloe and Pestotnik a chain and sprocket 
steering system as taught by Atkins since Atkins teaches that such arrangements are 
known to one of ordinary skill in the art and the vehicle of Kincheloe and Pestotnik 
would function properly with such arrangements. 

7. Claims 48 and 99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
view of Arnold. 

Arnold teaches a vehicle comprising a steering system which provides a 360 degree 
rotatability about an axis substantially orthogonal to the axis of rotation of the wheels for 
translational movement of the vehicle (Column 5, lines 13-20). 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe and Pestotnik by 
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providing a 360 degree rotatability for the front wheel as taught by Arnold for 
translational movement of the vehicle. 

8. Claims 51 and 102 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
view of Carrier. 

Carrier teaches a fire fighting vehicle having a tank with fire-retarding chemicals which 
is capable of producing at least 34,000 liters of fire-suppressing foam. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe and Pestotnik by providing enough chemicals 
in order to produce at least 34,000 liters of foam as taught by Carrier in order to provide 
adequate amounts of fire fighting foam. 

9. Claims 53 and 104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
view of Forsyth. 

Forsyth teaches a fire fighting vehicle which is capable of being airlifted to a destination. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe and Pestotnik by 
providing at least one attachment point for airlifting and airdropping the vehicle as 
taught by Forsyth in order to quickly place the vehicle a particular location to fight fires. 

10. Claims 54 and 105 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in 
view of Willard, Jr. 
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Willard, Jr. teaches a run-flat tire which demonstrates improved vehicle performance 
under deflated conditions and yet achieves the same vehicle performance as a standard 
tire when inflated. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe and Pestotnik 
by using runflat tires as taught by Willard, Jr. in order to provide improved vehicle 
performance under deflated conditions and achieve the same vehicle performance as a 
standard tire when inflated. 

1 1 . Claims 55 and 106 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, and further in view 
of Matsushita. 

Matsushita teaches a vehicle steering control system comprising left and right brakes 
and control valves for separately controlling the left and right brakes in order to obtain 
smooth turning performance. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe and 
Pestotnik by incorporating left and right brakes wherein the brakes are separately 
controlled as taught by Matsushita in order to provide a smooth turning performance. 

12. Claims 42, 49, 94 and 100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik as applied to claims 41 and 93 above, 
and further in view of Fuller. 

Fuller teaches a fire fighting vehicle comprising a frame 12 supporting a removable tank 
16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe and Pestotnik by 
providing the recited limitations such that the tank is removable from the vehicle since 
this concept is taught by Fuller in order to clean or replace the tank as necessary. 

13. Claims 60, 62, 66, 68, 73-75, and 1 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold. 

Kincheloe discloses a vehicle comprising a triangular wheel base comprising a single 
front wheel and two opposing rear wheels, a vehicle engine, a wedge shaped nose, and 
at least one window. Pestotnik teaches a three wheeled fire-fighting vehicle comprising 
an emergency response fluid delivery tank to fight fires in remote forest locations and 
Arnold teaches a vehicle comprising a steering system which provides a 360 degree 
rotatability about an axis substantially orthogonal to the axis of rotation of the wheels for 
translational movement of the vehicle (Column 5, lines 13-20). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the device of Kincheloe by providing an emergency response fluid 
delivery tank as taught by Pestotnik to be able to fight fires in remote locations of a 
forest and providing a 360 degree rotatability for the front wheel as taught by Arnold for 
translational movement of the vehicle. The weight as recited in claim 75 is an obvious 
matter of design choice since such a modification would have involved a mere change 
in the weight of a component, which is generally recognized as being within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

14. Claim 61 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
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view of Fuller. 

Fuller teaches a fire fighting vehicle comprising a frame 12 supporting a removable tank 
16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Arnold by 
providing the recited limitations such that the tank is removable from the vehicle since 
this concept is taught by Fuller in order to clean or replace the tank as necessary. 

15. Claim 63 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Bolton et al. 

Bolton et al. teaches providing fire resistant windows to vehicles for fire protection. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Arnold by providing 
a fire resistant window as taught by Bolton et al. for heat protection. 

16. Claim 64 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Atkins. 

Atkins teaches a vehicle having a chain and sprocket steering system. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have incorporated into the vehicle of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Arnold a chain and 
sprocket steering system as taught by Atkins since Atkins teaches that such 
arrangements are known to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

17. Claim 65 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
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Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Fuller. 

Fuller teaches a fire fighting vehicle comprising a frame 12 supporting a removable tank 
16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Arnold by 
providing the recited limitations such the tank is removable from the vehicle since this 
concept is taught by Fuller in order to clean or replace the tank as necessary. 

18. Claim 67 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Carrier. 

Carrier teaches a fire fighting vehicle having a tank with fire-retarding chemicals which 
is capable of producing at least 34,000 liters of fire-suppressing foam. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Arnold by providing enough 
chemicals in order to produce at least 34,000 liters of foam as taught by Carrier in order 
to provide adequate amounts of fire fighting foam. 

19. Claim 69 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Forsyth. 

Forsyth teaches a fire fighting vehicle which is capable of being airlifted to a destination. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe, Postotnik, and Arnold by 
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providing at least one attachment point for airlifting and airdropping the vehicle as 
taught by Forsyth in order to quickly place the vehicle a particular location to fight fires. 

20. Claim 70 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Willard. 

Willard, Jr. teaches a run-flat tire which demonstrates improved vehicle performance 
under deflated conditions and yet achieves the same vehicle performance as a standard 
tire when inflated. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, 
and Arnold by using runflat tires as taught by Willard, Jr. in order to provide 
demonstrates improved vehicle performance under deflated conditions and achieve the 
same vehicle performance as a standard tire when inflated. 

21 . Claim 71 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Arnold as applied to claim 60 above, and further in 
view of Matsushita. 

Matsushita teaches a vehicle steering control system comprising left and right brakes 
and control valves for separately controlling the left and right brakes in order to obtain 
smooth turning performance. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, 
Pestotnik, and Arnold by incorporating left and right brakes wherein the brakes are 
separately controlled as taught by Matsushita in order to provide a smooth turning 
performance. 
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22. Claims 76, 78, 81, 84, 86, 90-92, and 112 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita. 
Kincheloe discloses a vehicle comprising a triangular wheel base comprising a single 
front wheel and two opposing rear wheels, a vehicle engine, a wedge shaped nose, and 
at least one window. Pestotnik teaches a three wheeled fire-fighting vehicle comprising 
an emergency response fluid delivery tank to fight fires in remote forest locations and 
Matsushita teaches a vehicle steering control system comprising left and right brakes 
and control valves for separately controlling the left and right brakes in order to obtain 
smooth turning performance. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the device of by Kincheloe 
by providing an emergency response fluid delivery tank as taught by Pestotnik to be 
able to fight fires in remote locations of a forest and incorporating left and right brakes 
wherein the brakes are separately controlled as taught by Matsushita in order to provide 
a smooth turning performance. The sizes as recited in claim 81 would have been 
obvious matters design choice. The weight recited in claim 92 would have been an 
obvious matter of design choice depending on the desired weight of the vehicle. 

23. Claims 77 and 83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and 
further in view of Fuller. 

Fuller teaches a fire fighting vehicle comprising a frame 12 supporting a removable tank 
16. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and 
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Matsushita by providing the recited limitations such the tank is removable from the 
vehicle since this concept is taught by Fuller in order to clean or replace the tank as 
necessary. 

24. Claim 79 is rejected under 35 U.SC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Bolton et al. 

Bolton et al. teaches providing fire resistant windows to vehicles for fire protection. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Matsushita by 
providing a fire resistant window as taught by Bolton et al. for heat protection since the 
coating materials are often very hot when spread. 

25. Claim 80 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Atkins. 

The patent to Atkins teaches a vehicle having a chain and sprocket steering system. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have incorporated into the vehicle of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Matsushita 
a chain and sprocket steering system as taught by Atkins since Atkins teaches that such 
arrangements are known to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

26. Claim 82 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Arnold. 
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Arnold teaches a vehicle comprising a steering system which provides a 360 degree 
rotatability about an axis substantially orthogonal to the axis of rotation of the wheels for 
translational movement of the vehicle (Column 5, lines 13-20). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and Matsushita by providing a 360 
degree rotatability for the front wheel as taught by Arnold for translational movement of 
the vehicle. 

27. Claim 85 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Carrier. 

The patent to Carrier teaches a fire fighting vehicle having a tank with fire-retarding 
chemicals which is capable of producing at least 34,000 liters of fire-suppressing foam. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and 
Matsushita by providing enough chemicals in order to produce at least 34,000 liters of 
foam as taught by Carrier in order to provide adequate amounts of fire fighting foam. 

28. Claim 87 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Forsyth. 

Forsyth teaches a fire fighting vehicle which is capable of being airlifted to a destination. 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the vehicle of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, and 
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Matsushita by providing at least one attachment point for airlifting and airdropping the 
vehicle as taught by Forsyth in order to quickly place the vehicle a particular location to 
fight fires. 

29. Claim 88 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kincheloe in view of Pestotnik and Matsushita as applied to claim 76 above, and further 
in view of Willard, Jr. 

Willard, Jr. teaches a run-flat tire which demonstrates improved vehicle performance 
under deflated conditions and yet achieves the same vehicle performance as a standard 
tire when inflated. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified the device of Kincheloe, Pestotnik, 
and Matsushita by using runflat tires as taught by Willard, Jr. in order to provide 
demonstrates improved vehicle performance under deflated conditions and achieve the 
same vehicle performance as a standard tire when inflated. 

Response to Arguments 

30. Applicant's arguments filed December 28, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. The device of Kincheloe discloses at the front of the vehicle a 
wedge shaped nose which is fully capable of clearing the path of the vehicle of certain 
obstructions. This front portion of the vehicle is considered to be a wedge because it 
has two sides angled in a wedge towards each other. Although Pestotnik does not 
actually disclose a fluid delivery tank, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art that the device of Pestotnik would have a tank since it is designed to fight 
fires at locations in which there may not be ready water supplies such as a forest. Also, 
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it is well known that some vehicles carry fire extinguishers for safety purposes. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to carry a 
fire extinguisher in the device of Kincheloe for safety purposes. This fire extinguisher 
could also be used for certain fire emergencies. Forsyth discloses that the concept of 
using at least one attachment to airlift a fire fighting vehicle to a site is well in the fire 
fighting art. 

Conclusion 

31 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

32 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Davis D. Hwu whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4904. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dave Scherbel can be reached on 571-272-4919. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Davis Hwu 
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